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TO WILLIAM HUNTINGTON. 


SIR, 


CALLING upon a friend, I ſaw a printed 
letter of your's to the Rev. Torial Joſs; curioſity induced 
me to look into it, and examine the reaſon why this letter 
was written, which I find to be, that your old father Joſs, 
for ſo you are pleaſed to term him, has branded you with 
that odious appellation of Antinomian. 

To be an Antinomian is reckoned, amongſt the profeſ- 
ſors of Chriſtianity, the worſt of all beings ; you may call 
men curſed, hell-bred ſinners, nay, very devils, yet not 
raiſe their indignation in the leaſt ; but they will coincide: 
with you, and tell you that all men are ſuch by nature. 
To be an antinomian, with them, is like what is called 
in the ſcripture the fin againſt the Holy Ghoſt, / 

Go into whatever ſynagogue you will, however they 
may differ in points of doctrine, or modes of worſhip, 
they will all agree in exploding Antinomianiſm; to warn 
perſons to ſhun this error, without telling them what it is, 
appears to me quite abſurd, I will venture to ſay, that 
the greateſt part that are warned, knows not what it is. 

I muſt confeſs I was exceedingly well pleaſed with your 
being thus charged, becauſe I expected to hear the tenets 
fully delineated; I propoſed to myſelf much information; 
ir mattered not to me whether true or falſe, it being a 
principle that I have long wiſhed to ſee fully inveſtigated, 
as I am attached to no party. I believe the ſcriptures to 
be of divine authority; and that doctrine which will not 
bear that ſcrutinizing eye, it ſignifies but little who is for 
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God, who at ſundry times, and in divers manners» 
ſpake in times paſt by the prophets, but now in theſe days 
hath ſpoken unto us by his ſon, whom he has appointed 
heir of all things; fo that now we are under no obligation 
to credit any one, be their eſteem amongſt men whatſoever 
it may; we are ordered by the apoſtle not to believe every 
ſpirit, but to try them; for many falſe ſpirits are in the 
world, Paul praiſed the Bereans for ſearching the ſcrip- 
tures, to = the truth of his doctrine. 

Free and unbiafled enquiry is the glory of human nature. 
To take up a religion or doctrine, becauſe our fathers 
were of any particular perſuaſion, is unbecoming a rea- 
ſonable creature arrived to the years of „ 
that man is of no religion whoſe profeſſion is not from 
conviction; and there can be no conviction but from en- 
quiry. He that grounds his faith on the authority of others, 
ſtudies only for conformation; ſeeks not truth by the light 
of truth; and is therefore, ever liable to embrace falſehood; 
and ſhould he be ſo fortunate as to embrace truth, in him 
it is'no virtue. 

On the peruſal of your letter, O ! how was I ſurpriſed! 
all expectation of the information I expected to receive, 
vaniſhed. You have not given your readers the leaſt hint 
of the principles of an Antinomian, nor have you deſcribed 
the principle, which he calls a horrid princi 7 

In the firſt place you tell us of your ordination, con- 
feſſion of faith, and call to the miniſtry; this is what I 
knew not before, and little expected from you, who uſed 
to boaſt ſo much of your being ſent by God, a miniſter 
of God, and not ſent by man, deſpiſing other miniſters as 
ſent by men, and not of God; calling them nothing but 
men-made miniſters; hoaſting of the ſuperiority of your 
coal-fack divinity, above the clerical gown. After ſuch 
language as this, is it not ſtrange you ſhould leave the 
major and take the minor propoſition? To ſubmit to be 
biden, and ſent by thoſe who you declared not to be ſent 
of God? Where is the propriety of your ſubmitting your 
faith and call, which you fay is of God, to the judgment 
of thoſe that are not ſent of God? Muſt you not now be 
called a man-ſent miniſter, according to your own way of 


_ reaſoning ? 


Notwithſtanding their giving you this honourable title, 
for ſo you pleaſe to term it, you ſay you have brought 
more honour to them than all they ever ſet apart before 

or 
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or ſince. Surely your trumpeter is dead, that you thus ſound 
your own wy every modeſt man would have left that 
to others. Is it honourable to get yourſelf admitted into 4 
ſociety by craft, giving them to underſtand you were one 
in eye and heart with them, which muſt be the caſe, or you, 
could not have been admitted, much more applauded? Do 
you bring honour to them by introducing a principle ſo 
diametrically oppoſite to theirs, and ſo deſtructive in their 
view to Chriſtianity? Do you honour them by your invec- 
tives againſt them, and others, that differ from you? Are 
theſe the ways to attain honour? If they are you are 
certainly entitled to it. 

After making yourſelf thus honourable, you tell us of 
the ignorance of your old father, laſt Wedneſday night, at 
the Fabernade. You ſay that be was warm, and rather 
violent; but there were ſome preſent who knew the 
apoſtle's aſſertion to be true, that thoſe who deſire to be 
teachers of the law, know not what they ſay, or whereof 
they affirm! and thou, Rev. Sir, art the man. You ſay he 
cleared, proved, and ſettled nothing ;- yet your principles 
are horrid. You ſay—here is a charge; but no proof of it. 

So here is charge for charge, you ſay he is ignorant, he 
ſays your principle is horrid; you ſhould have firk made 

ood your charge againſt him,, and then cleared, yourſelf 
Hos his. Have you proved his ignorance of the Jaw? 
Have you told your reader one word he ſaid, whereby we 
can judge for ourſelves? All you ſay is, that he knew 
not what he ſaid, nor whereof he affirmed. Does the very 
mention of the law prove his ignorance of it? The apoſtle 
ſays, the law is good, if a man uſe it lawfully. How do 
we know but he was preaching the law to convince his 
hearers of fin, and then informing them how deliverance 
from it took place? If this be the caſe, which I am apt to 
believe it is, then he was uſing the law as Paul uſed it, 
and knew what he ſaid. Pray, Fu, how do you know, that 
he knew not what he faid, or that he proved. nothing? 
Was you one of thoſe who were preſent, that could prove 
Paul's afertion true, T amaptto believe you was not, or you 
would haye aſſerted ſomething that he had ſaid, as a proof. 
If you were not there, you could not ſpeak from your 
own knowledge; then you mult condemn by hearſay, 
which no man of honqur would do, eſpecially an impartial 
one. Do you think yourſelf of ſuch importance, that your 
bare aſſertion is ſufficient to ſtamp it a truth? Ought you 
dot to have told us, what the Rev. Sir had aid, to juſtify 
your 


8 
ur conclufion? then ſhould we have been able to ju 
or ourſelves. The worſt of aſſaſſins are thoſe that ſtab in 
the dark. Thus have you dealt with your father: you have 
endeavoured to deſtroy his reputation, leſſen him in the 
eye of the world, and of his people, and that without pro- 
ducing one error either in principle or practice. 

You tell us, he calls your principle horrid; you take 
this as a charge; you ſay he brought no proof to ſupport 
it. Whether he proved his charge againſt you or not, it is 
impoſſible for your reader to know, as you have not told 
us what principle it is which he calls horrid, or one argu- 
ment he uſed. As to what he has done, we are left in the dark. 
Have you refuted his charge? Have you met it boldly, and 
defended yourſelf manfully againſt it? I think not; or you 
would not have aſked if it be horrid to ſay, we are under 
a ſchoolmaſter, till faith comes to be ee divorced, 
and become dead to the law, by the body of Chriſt. Wh 
aſk if theſe be horrid principles? You well know — 
are not the principles which he calls horrid; theſe princi- 
oe are maintained by all true profeſſors of chriſtianity. 

s not this inſinuating queſtion to divert the mind of _—_— 
readers from what it 1s, to fix it on what it is not? How 
many thouſands of your readers and hearers are led away 
by this artful way of reaſoning, and made to believe, you 
are charged with Antinomianiſm, for preaching redemp- 
tion from the law, by the body of Chriſt? How careful 
yow-have been to guard againſt the attentive reader? You 
are not bold enough to ſay theſe are the principles he calls 
horrid; this fophiſtical way of reaſoning will do well for 
a Jeſuit, but does not become a miniſter of Chriſt, who 
ought to uſe plainneſs of ſpeech. 

his horrid principle is not the ar fm he advanced 
that evening, which offended you, You ſay your good 
old father had another throw at you, ſaying, © you made 
no difference between the moral and the ceremonial law“ 
This charge has no more to ſupport it than the other; all 
we know of the other is, he calls your principle horrid; 
what he has done we know not, but this your reader muſt 
know, you have not cleared yourſelf from the charge; ſo 
if he has proved nothing, as you ſay, you have cleared 
nothing, 

Here is a ſpecific charge of pr EY the two laws 
together; if he was miſtaken, you have _ explained 
yourſelf, that it was the moral law that is aboliſhed ; for the 
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eeremonial law was never given to the Gentiles, conſe- 
quently they could not be delivered from that which 
they were never under. Granted that this charge, if true, 
and the old man be miſtaken, it does him honour ; he ſhews 
his love, putting the beſt face he could on it, not to leſſen 
you in the eyes of his hearers. If he erred, it was in the 
ſpirit of love, having that charity which rejoiceth not in 
iniquity, but rejoiceth in the truth; hopeth all things, en- 
dureth all things. | = 
Whether this throw be true or falſe, it leads to a diſco- 

very of what you have artfully attempted to conceal ; that 
is to ſay, what this principle is, which Is called horrid. It 
is not for the doctrine of the redemption from the law, 
but the death of the law itſelf, he calls horrid; and thoſe 
that maintain that doctrine, he calls Antinomians. You 
have acknowledged the principle of the deſtruction of the 
law, by the feeble attempt you have made to ſupport it; 
which to do, you have handled the word of God deceit- 
fully. The firſt quotation is out of the Romans, where 
Paul tells them to reckon themſelves dead to the law, but 
alive-unto God, through Jeſus Chriſt. Can any impartial 
man ſay, the abolition of the law is contained in this ſen- 
tence? this would be making Paul tell the Romans to be- 
come dead to that which was dead. Our being dead to the 
law, and the law being dead, are two diſtin& things. Your 
next is, what Paul ſays to the Galatians, that if they ſought 
righteouſneſs by the works of the law, or perfection in 
the fleſh, then Chriſt ſhould profit them nothing. If the 
law was aboliſhed, there would be no propriety in his ad- 
dreſſing the Galatians thus, they could not ſeek righteouſ- 
neſs by the law, if they knew it was aboliſhed. The drift 
of Paul's argument 1s plain; the Galatians were con- 
verted to Chriſtianity by him, ſo as to acknowledge Chriſt ; 
yet maintained the neceſſity of the keeping the law for 
ſalvation; he tells them if they ſought it by the works of 
the law, then Jeſus Chriſt would avail them nothing ; 
pointing out to them there was but one way of ſalvation, 
and that muſt be by works, or by grace. Can any reaſon- 
able man conclude, that the law is aboliſhed from what 
Paul here ſays? There muſt have been a law, and thoſe that 
were ſeeking righteouſneſs by it, or there could be no pro- 
priety in his thus reaſoning; he declares the law to be holy, 
juſt, and good; he well knew the law to be inflexible, 
admitting of no abatement ; nothing but the faith of Chriſt 


could 


—_— ww 
PR 


n 
could deliver men from its deſtroying power; fo that our 
works, the aboliſhing the law, or our taith (which is ſo much 
trumpeted up.in the world) can ſtand the finner in any ſtead, 
nothing but the faith of Chriſt ; every thing elſe would 

be abe the grace of God. 
ou next refer us to what he ſaid to the Coloſſians, 
that the hand- writing againſt them was nailed to the croſs. 
Paul was here telling them, that the bar which ſtood be- 
tween God and finners was removed out of the way; it 
was the 8 God's law that was againſt us, and con- 
trary to us. His fulfilling che law, took every obſtruction 
out of the way, nailing it to the croſs; he had beſore told 
them how this took place; he ſays, having made peace by 


the blood of his croſs, by him to reconcile all things unto 


himſelf; by him I ſay, whether they be things in earth, or 
things in heaven. 4 this by the death of the law, 
or by the faith of Chriſt? fo every believer is dead to the 
condemning power of the law, and ſees that his life is hid 
with Chriſt in God; that when he, who is their life, ſhall 
ben, then ſhall they alſo appear with him in glory. 

ou next refer us to 2d. Cor. Chap. iii. 7, 11, 12, 13. 
Here is a ſpecimen of your handling the word of God de- 
ceitfully ! there is no ſuch a portion in that chapter in 
the book — or in the ſcripture. Your words are, That 
the law, engraven on tables of ſtone, was done away and 
aboliſhed.” . Theſe words are picked up, here and there, 
ſo put together, to prove the truth of the principle which 


your father calls horrid. What might not the ſcriptures, 


or any other author, be made to ſay by theſe means? is it 
juſt and honeſt? This is playing with edga- tools. Con- 
ſider how many you lead aſtray, into principles that are 
crroneous and dangerous. How few are they that look 
fc. the text quoted by the miniſter; eſpecially, thoſe that 
ſee eye to eye with you, take it for granted 
I any candid reader take a view of the ſubject, he will 
plainly ſee what Paul ſays was done, and what was abo- 
liſhed: In the introduction of this ſubject, he avers, that 
they were miniſters of the New Teſtament; not of the 
letter, but of the ſpirit; the letter killeth, but the ſpirit 
wweth life. If the letter had been dead, where would have 
Fe the propriety of his ſaying, the letter killeth? Can a 
dead law kill? He then proceeds to point out the two ad- 


miniſtrations; ſhewing how far the one exceeds the other, 


If the adminiſtration of death was glorious (which glory 
: was 


1 

was done away) ſhall not the adminiſtration of the Spirit be 
rather glorious? Paul is contraſting the two adminiſtrations, 
ſhewing the excellency of one to the other. In the tenth 
verſe (which you have omitted in your reference) he tells 
us what was done away, and how; which is a key to the 
whole, and which runs thus: For even that which was 
glorious, had no i, this reſpect, by reaſon of the 
glory that excelleth, Does Paul here ſay the law was done 
away? he acknowledgeth the law, and gives it all that 
glory and dignity that belongs to it; but when compared 
to the adminiſtration of the Spirit, all its glory is loſt. 
Having told them what was done away, laying a good 
foundation for hope; he uſeth great plainneſs of ſpeech, 
tells them that the adminiſtration differs from that of Moſes, 
who put a veil over his face, that the children of Iſrael 
could not look to the end of that which was to be abo- 
liſhed. The Old Teſtament is the goſpel, veiled by types 
and ſhadows, all pointing to Chriſt ; which veil is done 
away in Chriſt, he being the antitype ; that now, we all 
with open face, beholding as in a glaſs, the glory of the 
Lord, are changed into the ſame image, from glory to 
glory. Is it poſſible that any impartial reader can draw 
the abolition of the law from this chapter? 

The doctrine of the abolition of the law is contrary to 
the whole tenure of the ſcripture, and reaſon; it makes 
Chriſt and his apoſtles, liars. This charge of the deſtruc- 
tion of the law, was brought by the Jews againſt Chriſt's 
being the Meſſiah: in this you join iſſue with them. 
Chriſt denies the charge; he ſays, think not I am come to 
deſtroy the law and the prophets—No: but to fulfil. Our 
Lord preached the purity and permanency of the law, not 
for ſalvation; but for the conviction of the phariſees. 

Again, Paul aſketh, do we make void the law through 
faith? God forbid; yea, we eſtabliſh it. He ſhudders at 
the very thoughts of deſtroying it by faith; the reverſe is 
the caſe—he eſtabliſheth it. He had not known fin but by 
the law; there is no other medium whereby ſin can be 
known—he declares that it flew him; ſo it could not be 
dead in his time. If the law be dead, there can be no fin; 
for fin is the tranſgrefſion of a law. Paul tells the Romans, 
Without the law, ſin is dead; and when there is no law, 
lin is not imputed. Again, the apoſtle lays, if we ſay that 
we have no fin, we deceive ourſelves; and as a remedy 
againſt it, he ſays, if we do 2 we have an advocate with 

the 
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the Father—Jeſus Chriſt the righteous. If the law be abo- 
liſhed, his advocateſhip ceaſeth; if there be no fin, there 
needs no interceſſor. 

You deſire Mr. Joſs to tell you, when the ceremonial 


law was given to the Gentiles. Here is another piece of 


your craft! Why make this requiſition? Is it not to make 
_ readers beheve, that he has ſaid that the ceremonial 
aw was given to the Gentiles? I will aſk you a ſimple 
queſtion, which admits of no evaſion Do you know, or 
can you prove that he ever ſaid the ceremonial law was 
given to the Gentiles? If he has, why not ſay ſo boldly, 
and not give your readers to underſtand fo by infinuations? 
I believe he is too well acquainted with the ſcriptures to 
ſay ſo, and his hearers too well acquainted with their bi- 
bles to credit him, if he did. From theſe falſe premiſes you 
have drawn a concluſion, and fay, according to Mr. Jobs, 
Paul preached among the heathens deliverance from the 
bondage of the law they were never under. As the pre- 
miſes are falſe, your concluſion falls to the ground. The 
ceremonial law, *tis true, was not given to the Gentiles; 
but it does not follow that they were not under a law of 
ceremonies. This you have acknowledged, by ſaying they 
had ſtolen certain ceremonies from the Tower but they ſa- 
crificed unto devils, and not unto God. It matters not 
how they got them, or what uſe they made of them ; cer- 
tain it is they had them, and were as much under bonda 
to them, as the Jews were- by thoſe which they received 
from God, which is evident by what Paul ſays—“ The 
Gentiles which have not the law, theſe having not the 
law, are a law to themſelves.” It is hardly poſſible to think 
that Paul's preaching delivered them from the condemning 
power. of the moral law only, and left them to go on in 
their blind ſuperſtitious ceremonies ; which muſt be the 
caſe, if they were not freed from it by his * The 
preaching of the goſpel was to cleanſe the Gentiles from 
all filthineſs of fleſh and ſpirit; if the Gentiles were not 
delivered from their ceremonial bondage by Paul's preach- 
ing, pleaſe to tell us how they got their deliverance. 

As you haye told us what Paul preached according to 
Mr. Joſs, let us know what Paul preached according to 
Mr. Huntington. According to you, he is a confederate ; 
you make him to preach up one thing to one church, and 
another thing to another; for, to the Romans he eſta- 


dliſheth the law, ſaying it is holy, juſt and good; by — 
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che knowledge of ſin. To the Corinthians, according to 
you, the law is aboliſhed. According to you, Paul preach- 
ed deliverance and divorcement from that which is not; 
(if che law be dead, we want no divorce;) according to 
you, Paul blows hot and cold at one breath ; for he tells 
the Corinthians that the law killeth, and in the fame 
breath, it is done away and aboliſhed. Theſe abſurdities, 
which you would fain palm upon Paul, are not to be found 
in his writings; though Mr. Huntington would fain per- 
ſuade his reader they are. Paul preached up a deliverance 
and a divorce from that which had a being, and not from 
that which was dead. It is clear, from the teſtimony of 
Paul, that the law is permanent; it is a tranſcript of the 
divine mind and will; no time or circumſtance can deſtroy 
it; they that would deſtroy it, ſtrike at its author; it is 
what it always was and ever will be- the grand criterion 
to diſcover good from evil; the ſpirit of it was before the 
world was; it was by diſobedience the angels fell, and by 
obedience others keep their ſtate; always ready to obey his 
command; it will be when time is no more, for the re- 
deemed will always pay obedience to that Supreme Being. 
You charge your old father with diſſimulation; you fay 
he cenſures you to one of your friends, and praiſes you to 
another: you tell us you are now the ſame man as when 
he laid his hand on your head. It may be true, but the 
more to be lamented that any one that calls himſelf a mi- 
niſter of Chriſt, ſhould maintain a principle ſo oppoſite to 
his maſter's. Admitting it to be a truth that you are, the 
ſame now as then, is your father to be cenſured for this? 
this ſhews he was deceived, and you the deceiver! If you 
kept back this principle which he calls- horrid at your or- 
dination, which every candid man muſt think you did, or 
you would not be s downer into their ſociety, much leſs 
tent to preach; ſo when he bleſſed you, he did it with a good 
conſcience, believing the teſtimony you had given in was 
from God; it ſo correſponded with his view of the divine 
teſtimony. What he has ſaid to your two friends, if as you 
have ſtated it, is diſſimulation; this charge carries with it 
all the appearance of truth, ſupported ſeemingly by witneſſes, 
and might have paſſed for ſterling, had it not been for your 
crafty handling God's word to ſuit your own purpoſe, 
which muſt make your readers jealous of what you ſay to 
blacken others. Before we can form a right oy es on 
this, we muſt know which was che prior mecting of your 
B 2 two 
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two friends; had you ſpecified the time theſe events took 
place, it would have ſettled the point at once; if the meet- 
ings were in the order you have ſet them, you have full 
proved his diſſimulation, and he deſerves a ſharp re — 4 
but if he ſhould have ſeen your Greenwich friend firſt, 
there might be great propriety in his ſaying he liked you 
much, and your doctrine too; it might be before he knew 
you maintained that principle which he calls horrid; he 
was in great repute with you at your firſt coming out; 
you ſpoke very of him. If he ſhould have ſeen 
your Glouceſter friend laſt, (though firſt mentioned by you) 
there would be no 9 in laying that he did not like 

at all; for in the interim between the meetings of theſe 
friends, this principle might make its appearance, which 
will ſufficiently juſtify his afſertion, Now, if this ſhould 
de the caſe, in what light muſt you appear to purſue ſuch 
diabolical ways, to uce and vilify men? this point may 
be very eaſily ſettled, by your only telling the world the 
ſpecific times of the meeting of theſe two friends ; until 
which, the charge will remain doubtful. 

You ſay your teſtimony for Chriſt is the ſame that it 
was when he ſo much applauded you. This is what no 
candid reader will credit; there being ſo many objections 
to it to be credited on mere aſſertion, Is it not ſtrange that 
= have not made one attempt to prove it, though you 

ave called on your opponent for proofs of what he ſays? 
The proof of this declaration is of conſequence to you; for 
by it you clear yourſelf from the hypocriſy you muſt be 
guilty of, if not proved. Had you no means of obtaining a 
proof? Are there not many of the Preſbytery who ordained 
„ now living, who could teſtify the truth of it? you 
w they deny it; this laid you under the greater obliga- 
tion to have proved it, for by them you appear to have 
aſſerted a falſehood. Were there not numbers at your or- 
dination, as is generally the caſe, and among them many 
of.your friends? Could none be brought forward to prove 
the truth of this?—No! the reaſon why, is beſt known to 
ourſelf. But there were other means in your power with- 
— being beholden to any one; which is to have given 
us the identical articles of the faith, you gave at your or- 
dination. Did you at that time maintain the abolition 
of the law? Was it one of the articles of your faith you 
gave to the Preſbytery? this you ſhould have proved, or all 
you have ſaid falls to the ground. 4 
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As you have kept this from your readers, we muſt invet- 
tigate it from the probability, or improbability, according 
to the nature of things. Now, is it likely chat a ſet of men 
who are Calviniſts, who affirm that ſalvation comes not 
by our obedience to the law, but by the blood of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and fay the law is not aboliſhed, but fulfilled, for 
by it is the knowledge of fin; is it reaſonable to ſuppoſe 
that the abolition of the law was maintained by you at your 
ordination, that they would have received you, and given 
you the right hand of fellowſhip? Is it not natural to ſup- 

poſe that the confeſſion you there made exactly with 
their tenets ? If ſo, your old father does not deſerve 
cenſure. If you are the ſame man now as then, and kept back 
this nay 5 you muſt have got your ordination by deceit. 
Are you, fir, grown ſo vain as to think that your bare af- 
ſertion, without the leaſt proof, would be received by 
readers, before the teſtimony of any credible men, who 
have withdrawn themſelves from you, for your broach- 
ing this principle ? Perhaps you intended this letter for 
your numerous followers only ? it may ſuit thoſe who have 
not eyes of their own, but muſt ſee through the eye of 
their leader; it is ſufficient to them that you ſay it, they 
have little to do with revelation or reafon. Whoever con- 
fiders your letter impartially muſt ſee you have perverted 
the ſcriptures ; your deceitfully handling God's word, your 
crafty dealing with your old father, and your invectives 
againſt the brethren, are ſufficient proofs. 

ou tell us you met him in the Tabernacle veſtry, at Briſ- 
tol, that you gave him an opportunity to diſpute the poim 
with you, that you brought it on the carpet on purpoſe. 
Pray, fir, what is this point you wanted to diſpute with him 
and what was the ſubject of the lecture you gave him that 
he did not gainfay a word ? Theſe are things you ought to 
have told us, before your reader can form any judgment. 
For my own part I cannot conceive what point you meant 
to diſpute with him, or what you ſaid to him, that ſealed 
up his mouth; was it whether the law was, or was not 
aboliſhed? or whether you are the ſame man now as then ? 
or whether you bore the ſame teſtimony for Chriſt as when 
you was fo much applauded by him? or whether the doc- 
trine of redemption from the curſe of the law, by the 
body of Jeſus Chriſt, was a horrid principle? All theſe 
points are contained in your letter, fo that your reader 
muſt be at a loſs to know Which point you meant to difpute 
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with him. The abolition of the law was not the point, 
nor the ſubſtance of your harangue to him; if it had, it 
is very improbable he ſhould be ſilent, much leſs fall in 
with all you ſaid, it being a principle he deteſts, and calls 
horrid, and thoſe that hold it Antinomians. Is the point 
you meant to diſpute, whether ſalvation comes by our 
obedience to the law, or by the body of Chriſt ? this ſeems 
to be the point you meant, if there be any meaning in 


words? for the introduction of this meeting of him, you 


fay,—Let us be honeſt, father Joſs, and not cry up our obe- 
dience to the law, but the unmerited mercies of God in 
Chriſt, Does not this imply that he held ſalvation to be by 
the law? or why exhort him not to cry it up? is it not 
plain that this 4s the point you meant to diſpute with him ? 
what abſurdity in this challenge] how muſt your folly ap- 
pear, to deſire your old father to defend a principle which 
he knows to be falſe ! So you firſt daub him, then beat him 
for being dirty ; thouſands, nay numbers of your followers 
know he is not an Arminian. 

You tell us, you preached a ſermon before him and three 
thouſand more, and that he bleſſed you for the faithful 
teſtimony delivered by you. What evil is there in this? 
none, that I can ſee; it does him honour; it ſhews his im- 
partiality ; he praiſes where he thinks it is due, and cen- 
fures principles without reſpect of perſons. Why mention 
this ſermon that you preached to this numerous congre- 
gation? What information can your reader receive | 2 
it, than that it met with approbation? This Briſtol ſtory 
quite fails in the end propoſed, and turns out to be a mere 
gaſeonade: for it is well known, that you will not face 
any man of common underſtanding. Y 

There are two things naturally to be expected from 
you, as they gave riſe to the letter; which if you had at- 


tended to, would have been a credit to yourſelt, and bene- 


ficial to your readers. | 

Firſt, to have defended your principle by the divine teſti- 
mony; to have cleared it from the charge 1 a0 againſt 
it, of being horrid. This you have not done, but uſed all 
the art you are maſter of, to conceal it from your reader : 


but when cloſe puſhed, the abolition of the law, is the 


principle which your old father calls horrid. You have 
made a feeble effort to ſupport the abolition ; whether you 


have ſucceeded or not, muſt be left to the judgment of the 
readers; 
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readers; but to me, it appears you have taken baſe means 
to accompliſh your en 
Secondly; to have cleared yourſelf from that odious 
character, by pointing out the real principles of Antino- 
mianiſm; then ſhould your readers been able to have judged . 
for themſelves. Does not this filence put the inquirm 
mind upon conjectures to find the cauſe ? Is it not — 
to conclude, that you do not know them? or if you do 
know them, you are afraid to publiſh them, leſt it ſhould 
appear you are juftly fixed with this honourable title. If 
you do not know them, why ſpeak evil of that you know- 
not? If you do know them, why not tell them, that your 
readers and followers might ſhun them, if they be deſtruc- 
tive? Whichever be the reaſon: of your ſilence, your con- 
duct is highly cenfurable, as you are pointed at. in this 
charge of being an Antinomian. Des 
| The chief deſign of this letter, appears to me, to center 
in two points, as you have not anſwered any thing the old 
man has ſaid, or cleared yourſelf from his charge. The 
firſt is filthy lucre, though the price be but ſmall, when we 
conſider the- number of your followers, according to your 
own account, and the number of his hearers whote-curio- 
ſity muſt lead them to hear what you have to ſay! of their 
miniſter, beſides among others, who are curious to hear 
controverſies, the ſale muſt be t, and the pence en- 
creaſe- faſt. Secondly, to gratity. that railing ſpirit of 
urs, (to expoſe, and make faults if none) againſt your 
ethren. Here is no leſs than ten perſons, that you have 
anathematized in this letter of yours. The firſt, you ſay is 
poor, old, and delirious; the next, his congregation diſmiſſed 
him; the next went on, that he got into priſon; the next, 
was laid aſide as a dry tree; the next, was turned out by 
his congregation; the next, run away at midnight: the 
next, God ſtruck him firſt dumb, then mad, at laſt ſent 
him to his grave: the next, he was ſhut up that he could 
not come forth, and had not a grain of common. ſenſe, as 
a ſermon now in your poſſeſſion ſheweth, How is your 
reader to know the truth of this bold aſſertion? It appears 
that there is not one grain of truth in it, and much to be 
doubted, as coming from you. Why not give us ſome 
abſtracts out of it, that we might be able to judge for our- 
ſelves?” If it contains ſenſe, you have dexterity enough to 
make it quite nonſenſe; it would not have been a greater 
crune than your perverſion of the ſcriptures. Whether it 
contains 
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contains a grain of common ſenſe or not, we know not; 
but every reader muſt know, that this aſſertion does not 
contain one grain of probability of truth. Is it credible, 
that Mr. Gwynnip, who is a man of letters, ſhould publiſh 
a ſermon, that had not a grain of common ſenſe in it? and 
if he had been ſo fooliſh, would not his Printer have told 
him of it, and corrected it, ſo as to make it common ſenſe, 
beſore it was ſent forth into the world ſor inſpection? If 
you had told us that it did not contain truth; that he was 
not conſiſtent, or that it was nonſenſe, if grammatically 
conſidered; this might have carried an appearance of —4 
in itz even then it would have been much doubted, if left 
to your judgment, You muſt have made a great profici- 
in ſcience, ſince you left your coal ſacks, when you 
d not tell a letter, and now be able to criticiſe on the 
learned. The two laſt in this black catalogue, you have 
bundled together, without honouring us with their crimes. 
You 222 more; ſo you are quite rid of them. 
Vou ſay all theſe events took place on them, for their 
labouring long and hard againſt you, and that the captain 
will get no more hõnour from God than theſe did. This 
threat muſt terrify the old man, if he be not armed with 
the ſhield of faith, which quencheth the fiery darts of the 
devil; whoever has this armour, is bomb proof againſt all 
r malice. © Surely you place yourſelf in a yery exalted , 
Ration to ſay, thoſe 2 honour you, God will bleſs, and 
thoſe that diſhonour you, God will puniſh. - This, Sir, is 
blaſphemy; it is making yourſelf equal to the ſon of God; 
ſuch characters there were in the world, in Paul's time. 
You exactly anſwer his deſcription of the man of fin, as 
deſcribed in the Theſſalonians, who exalteth himſelf above 
all that is called God, or that is worſhipped; ſo he as 
God, ſitteth in the temple of God, — 
You who are vulture- eyed, can ſee the leaſt ſpeck in your 
brother's eye, and by your magnifying glaſſes, can make 
it appear very large. Thou hypocrite, firſt pull the beam 
out of your own eye, before you pretend to remove the 
k from your brother's eyes | Were you the ſervant of 
eſus Chriſt, you would have endeavoured to imitate him, 
and your greateſt grief would have been, that you were, 
not more ike him. When he was reviled, he reviled not 
again; when he ſuffered, he threatened not; but prayed to 
he Father to forgive them, for they knew not what they 
did 


Now contraſt your behaviour to your W 
5 oſe 
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thoſe that differ from you, to his: - You revile, when not 
reviled; you ſuffer not, yet threaten ; when you ſhould 
forgive, you call for judgment. This ſhews what ſpirit 
you are of, and whoſe ſervant you are. . 

You tell us, you can ſhew your faith by your works. 
This you have done, and have given us a pretty good 
ſample of them; how far you can extend this ſample, 1 
know not: but this I know, your works, and whoſe ſer- 
vant you are, are the only things you have proved in the 
letter; and by the by, it is what you did not intend to 

rove. 

: Now, Sir, if works are to ſhew faith, according to your 
own words, what faith do theſe works of yours ſhew ? 
they cannot be works of the operation of God's ſpirit: for 
the works of his Spirit, according to Paul, are manifeſted 
by love, joy, peace, long-ſuffering, and forbearance. Are 
there any of theſe in your works to your brethren ? No. 
Paul next tells what are the works of the fleſh—cratt, diſ- 
fimulation, wrath, and ſtrife. Do not theſe-exactly tally 
with your works to the brethren ? Then, if Paul be true, 
yours are works of the fleſh, and calls them earthly and 
deviliſh, If yours be works of the devil, and works thew 
faith; yours muſt be the faith of the devil, and whoever 
does his work, muſt be his ſervant. 

This fpirit unchriſtians you; it ſhews you want its 
greateſt ornament, Love. It ranks you among the baſeſt 
of the human race, a common defamer, an evil ſpeaker, a 
reviler of the brethren, who is not to be credited, though 
he _ ſpeak truth, till confirmed by others. You tell us 
your followers fee eye to eye with you. I hope, nay, I 
verily believe they do not; it would be a diſhonour to human 
nature, that ſuch numbers ſhould ſee eye to eye with you 
in this, whatever they do in points of doctrine. I have 
converſed with ſome, who like you much in your preack- 
ing, but condemn your writings, on account of your rail- 
ing ſpirit, and wiſhed you hat not wrote at all. Others 
I have met with, and talked with them about the abolition 
of the law, and they deny the doctrine, ſaying, you do not 
mean that the law is aboliſhed; your meaning is, accord- 
ing to them, that the law hath nothing to do with believers, 
as a covenant of works. So that it is evident your fol- 
lowers do not ſee eye to eve with you, but differ as much 
as the followers of other ſets. I would adviſe you, to re- 
conſider this point impartially, and try it by the diving 

teſtimony; 
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teſtimony; by the works of Chriſt, and his apoſtles. If it 
ſhould appear you have erred, acknowledge it; for it is 
more honourable and manly to retract, however high you 
* thought to be, than obſtinately to perſiſt in error. 

o contend earneſtly for the faith once delivered to the 
ſaints, to oppoſe erroneous 3 is che right of every 
Chriſtian, eſpecially a miniſter. No relative, either natural 
or ſpiritual, is to be ſpared. When Peter erred, Paul re- 
buked him ſharply; he would not give place. The reaſon 
he aſſigns is, that the purity of the goſpel might continue with 
them: but the weapons muſt not be carnal. That you 
are not a ſoldier of Chriſt is plain, by the weapons you 
uſe; craft, deceit, falſly accuſing the brethren, theſe are 
carnal. A ſoldier of Jeſus Chriſt takes the ſword of the 
ſpirit, the word of truth; theſe the apoſtles uſed. Paul 
ſays, the weapons of his warfare were not carnal, but 
ſpiritual and mighty through God, to the pulling down of 
the ſtrong holds of the devil. How different theſe wea- 
pons, to thoſe uſed by you]! he never uſed railing for rail- 
ing, but by love they were to ſerve one another. | 

ou boaſt of the unity there is in your followers with 

uz you ſay they ſee eye to eye with you, and a con- 
iſtency and certainty of your doctrine, and you ftand 
manifeſt in their conſcience. Suppoſe this be true, what 
advantage have they above others? All depends on you; 
if you are right, they will be right; and if you be wrong, 
they muſt be wrong : ſo that their dependence is on you. 
Might not the ſame* be applied to every profeſſion of reli- 
ion, if they be ſincere in it, whether Jew, Turk, or Infi- 
1? Conſcience is a nonentity of itſelf. It is an act upon 
a principle; for where no principle 1s, there can be no 
conicience. Different nations, have different principles; 
each have a conſcience accordingly. Man may be as con- 
ſcientious in error as in truth: ſo, if your followers receive 
their principles from you, it matters not whether they be 
true or falſe; you muſt be manifeſt to their conſcience, and 
ſee eye to eye with you; ſo the conſiſtency and certainty of 
your doctrine, are guided by the principles received from 
you, and not from the ſcriptures, The ſame may be ſaid 
of every ſyſtem; from hence it appears, how neceflary it 
is, to Examine the foundation before we build. Conſcience 
is not a criterion to try truth by: for Paul acted with a 
good conſcience in both the diſpenſations he lived under. £ 
ir, 
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Sir, | 

If you do know the principles of Antinomianiſm, I 
ſhould take it a great favour, if you will ſtate to me the 
articles of their faith; as it was what I much expected to 
ſee in your letter. If not favoured with this, I thall con- 
clude you db not know them. It is impoſſible to know, 
from your letter, what point you wanted to diſpute, with 
your father at Briſtol, which he declined. Was it whether 
the law was, or was not aboliſhed? If that was the point, 
and he declined it, I am ready to diſpute it with Jour but 


I firmly believe it was not; I hope, however, I ſhall be 
open to conviction, if you prove it. 


I am, Sir, your's, 
A Lover of the Goſpel, 


ROBERT CARTER, 
No. 7, Ireland- Row, | 
AMile-End Road. { 


P. S. When I wrote this letter, I fully intended to ſend 
it to you in manuſcript; but many of my acquaintance 
diſſuaded me from it, ſaying, in that caſe, it never would 
appear to the public in a fair point of view; conſequently 
I gave it to a perſon to print, and if there ſhould be any 
profit produced from the ſale, he will receive it, as I do not 
want to reap any benefit from a religious controverſy. 
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